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ABSTRACT 
I examine how gender stereotypes influence the campaign advertisements utilized 
by candidates for state supreme court and how these gender stereotypes influence how 
voters react to these advertisements. Gender stereotypes have been found to have a 
profound impact in races for other offices (e.g., legislative, executive), but there is a lack 
of research on the role of gender stereotypes in state court elections. In my present 
research, I first conduct a content analysis of state supreme court advertisements over the 
course of four election years, looking specifically at how the candidates describe 
themselves in their advertisements. Based on these findings, I create advertisement 
scripts where I vary the gender of the candidate and the type of message employed by the 
candidate in order to test how the gender of the candidate and the content of the messages 
influences voter impressions of judicial candidates. In a second experiment, I create video 
advertisements based on these scripts and test how the video advertisements, as well as 
the candidate’s gender, affect impressions of these candidates. My analyses indicate that 
not only gender stereotypes play a role in the way judicial candidates create their 
advertisements, but they also impact the way voters form opinions about candidates 
running in judicial races.  
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Women have continually been underrepresented in elective office. Most scholarly 
attention has focused on understanding the impact of gender when campaigning for 
legislative and executive positions (e.g., Burrell 1995, Kahn 1996, Fridkin and Kenney 
2014), with little attention given to gender differences in campaigning for the judiciary. 
Today, 25 states hold elections for judges to their highest courts, with nine states holding 
partisan elections and 16 holding nonpartisan elections1. Among the justices on state 
supreme courts in states holding judicial elections, 39.3% of these justices are women, 
while 35.8% of the justices on all of the state supreme courts are women, establishing 
that women hold around one-third of judgeships on the state’s highest courts2.  For 
comparison, recent data from the U.S. Census Bureau estimates that the percentage of 
women in the U.S. is 50.8%, demonstrating that the number of women on state supreme 
courts does not mirror the gender makeup of the population (U.S. Census Bureau). Given 
the lack of gender parity on both elected state supreme courts and state supreme courts 
with other methods of selection, it is imperative to examine how men and women 
campaign for these positions. For example, it may be the case that women campaign 
differently than men and perhaps that female candidates’ messages are not as effective. 
For this reason, it is important to examine the types of messages both male and female 
judicial candidates employ and how voters respond to these messages.  
In my study, I conduct a content analysis to examine whether gender influences 
how men and women judicial candidates campaign for office, specifically looking at 
candidates’ televised campaign advertisements. Based on these findings, I conduct two 
																																								 																				
1 Methods of Judicial Selection. “National Center for State Courts.” (2016). 
2 I went to each state court’s website on February 16, 2017 and looked for the list of state supreme court 
justices and created a table to find the percentage of women state supreme court justices. 
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experiments to investigate whether the gender of a judicial candidate, or the content of an 
advertising message, influences how men and women candidates for state supreme court 
are perceived by potential voters. I will first provide an overview of the previous 
literature on state court elections, gender stereotypes, and their impact in elections. I will 
then discuss my expectations, research design and results for each study, concluding with 
a discussion of the implications of my findings.  
Literature Review 
 Due to the lack of research on gender stereotypes in state supreme court elections, 
it is essential to first discuss factors other than gender that influence elections for state 
courts before studying the impact gender has in these elections. Then, I will consider 
prior research examining the impact of gender stereotypes on candidates competing at 
various levels of office.   
 In an experiment embedded within a pair of telephone surveys before and after 
the Ohio state supreme court election of 1998, researchers Klein and Baum (2001) assess 
the impact ballot information has on voter decisions in judicial elections. The researchers 
divide their subjects into four groups: the first group was given no information about the 
candidate other than their name; the second group was given the candidate’s name and 
party affiliation; the third group was given the candidate’s name and occupation; and the 
fourth group was given the candidate’s name and city of residence. The researchers find 
that providing information about a candidate’s incumbency status or city of residence has 
essentially no effect on the willingness to choose a candidate, while providing the 
candidate’s party affiliation has a substantial impact on a respondent’s willingness to 
choose a candidate as well as their preference of one candidate over another. This study 
	 3 
demonstrates the importance of ballot information in low-information elections, where 
voters come to the polls uncertain of who they will vote for. As shown by Klein and 
Baum, when voters are given important information about a candidate, such as party 
identification, this information has a large impact on the decisions of the voters.  
 In another experiment, Bonneau and Cann (2013) examine the role that 
partisanship plays in judicial elections. The researchers use experimental data, in 
conjunction with data from the 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES), 
to look at the effectiveness of the nonpartisan ballot format in keeping out partisan 
considerations in these elections. The subjects in the experiment were randomly assigned 
to one of two conditions: a partisan or nonpartisan condition. In the partisan condition, 
the subjects received a description of two candidates running for state supreme court 
which included the candidate’s legal background, qualifications, their views on a variety 
of issues, and their partisan affiliation. In the nonpartisan condition, the subjects received 
identical descriptions, but the candidate’s partisan affiliation was not revealed. Their 
results indicate that even in nonpartisan elections, people infer the judge’s partisanship 
from the additional information given about the candidate and rely on these partisan 
inferences in making decisions about the judges.  
 Looking at gender on the courts, Hurwitz and Lanier (2003) collect data on race 
and gender on state supreme courts for all 50 states in 1985 and 1999. The researchers 
find that female judges benefit from larger benches (i.e., courts with more seats for 
judges) and that over time, women become more likely to obtain a seat on more 
prestigious courts. Overall, they find that the selection of both women and minorities to 
serve on a state’s high court is a function of the candidate pool (i.e., increases in the 
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amount of candidates running increases minority representation on the courts) as well as 
structural or institutional features of the courts (i.e., level of the court, size of the court, 
and whether the judges are nominated, appointed, or elected).  
 Looking at the impact different judicial selection methods have for women on the 
court, Kruse (2001) looks at the advantages and disadvantages women face within the 
federal and state judicial systems. In studying the factors that lead to increases in the 
number of women on the bench, Kruse finds neither merit systems nor elections to be 
favorable to women as a mode of judicial selection. She suggests that by increasing 
awareness, information, and encouragement for citizens to vote in all elections, people 
can improve the selection of women judges. By making judicial elections more 
democratic and favorable to women candidates, the researcher advocates, the gender 
disparity on the courts could be lessened.  
 Moving beyond judicial elections, Huddy and Terkildsen (1993) investigate 
people’s expectations about men and women candidates’ competence with feminine and 
masculine issues. They conduct an experiment varying the gender of the candidate, the 
traits attributed to the candidate (i.e., masculine or feminine), and the level of office (i.e., 
federal or local). The researchers argue there are two distinct origins of political gender 
stereotyping: from traits (e.g., assumptions about a candidate’s gender-linked personality 
traits drive expectations that women and men have different areas of issue expertise) and 
from beliefs (e.g., female candidates are stereotyped as more competent to handle issues 
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best handled by liberals and Democrats because that is where their beliefs align)3. Huddy 
and Terkildsen demonstrate that gender-trait stereotypes were largely responsible for the 
most persistent forms of political stereotyping, although they find some evidence of 
gender-belief stereotypes. The researchers conclude by asserting the real struggle for 
female candidates is to successfully inform voters that they possess masculine personality 
traits.  
 In another investigation of gender stereotypes, Sanbonmatsu (2003) tests the 
impact of gender schema theory on voters’ baseline preferences with a telephone survey 
conducted with Ohio residents in 2000. The researcher posits that voters have a baseline 
preference – that all else equal, some voters would rather vote for and be represented by a 
man and some would rather vote for and be represented by a woman – and this baseline 
preference can impact vote choice. By directly asking respondents to assess the beliefs 
and issue competencies of hypothetical male and female candidates relative to each other, 
Sanbonmatsu is able to measure gender stereotyping. She finds that individuals who think 
(1) men are more emotionally suited for politics, (2) men are more likely to take their 
position on government spending, and (3) men are better able to handle stereotypically 
male issues, are more likely to prefer the male candidate. In contrast, individuals who 
think (1) women are more likely to take their position on abortion and (2) women can 
handle stereotypically female issues, are more likely to prefer the female candidate. 
Sanbonmatsu concludes that the gender of the individual, along with stereotypes about 
																																								 																				
3	Huddy and Terkildsen combine typically feminine traits (i.e., warm, gentle, feminine, sensitive, 
emptional, talkative, and cautious) to form a warmth and expressiveness scale and combine typically 
masculine traits (i.e., assertive, coarse, tough, aggressive, stern, masculine, active, rational, self-confident) 
to form an instrumentality scale. The researchers consider military competence as masculine and 
compassion and women’s issues as feminine.				
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traits, political beliefs, and issue competencies, all contribute to explaining a voter’s 
baseline gender preference.  
 Moving now to studies assessing the implications of gender stereotypes for 
women in campaigns, Kahn (1996) looks at campaign advertisements, news coverage, 
voter surveys, and election results in order to examine how women’s perceived strengths 
and weaknesses influence the conduct and consequences of political campaigns. She 
finds that both men and women focus more extensively on their issue priorities and less 
time discussing personal characteristics, suggesting that women candidates downplay 
their stereotypical strengths with regard to their personal traits when campaigning for 
political office. However, Kahn finds that in races where women’s stereotypical strengths 
are emphasized (e.g., when issues like healthcare are important), women have an 
advantage.  
 In a study of the representational messages of men and women senatorial 
candidates in 2006, Fridkin and Kenney (2014) find differences in the types of issues and 
traits male and female candidates emphasize in their messages. Specifically, the 
researchers find that male candidates focus on competitive or masculine issues (e.g., the 
economy, foreign policy), while female candidates are more likely to discuss communal 
or feminine issues (e.g., health care, education). They also find that male and female 
senators both try to revise potentially damaging stereotypes when it comes to their 
personal traits. As an example, Fridkin and Kenney find that women senatorial candidates 
mention their experience four times more than men. The researchers conclude that gender 
role expectations influence and constrain the messages of male and female candidates for 
the U.S. Senate.  
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 Focusing specifically on the messages emanating from state courts during judicial 
campaigns, Champagne (2001) analyzes the television messages of state supreme court 
candidates in Ohio, Michigan, Alabama, and Mississippi in the 2000 elections to uncover 
the themes highlighted in these advertisements. The researcher focuses on three themes: 
crime control, civil justice, and family values. Of the 55 advertisements analyzed, only 
eight reflected a traditional approach (i.e., talking about the qualifications and experience 
of the candidate and not signaling judicial attitudes and values). In terms of the themes 
emphasized, 23 of the 55 advertisements presented some sort of crime control message, 
21 offered a message about the treatment of a civil justice issue, and 9 touched on family 
values.  
 In a more recent examination of state court advertisements, Walsh, Walker, 
Patterson, and Hardy (2016) conduct a content analysis of state supreme court campaign 
advertisements in order to investigate how male and female judicial candidates 
communicate to voters. The researchers look at 159 state supreme court advertisements 
across 15 states from 2008 to 2010, specifically looking at the traits and images 
emphasized in the advertisements. In terms of traits, they find that women emphasize 
masculine traits associated with competence and when looking at images, they find that 
women are shown with images that engender masculine traits and downplay femininity. 
For the male candidates, the researchers find that men emphasize their intelligence and 
were shown reinforcing images of law and order to a lesser extent than the female 
candidates. The researchers conclude that gender matters in how judicial candidates 
campaign. 
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Content Analysis 
Expectations 
 Given the power of gender stereotypes revealed in research on legislative and 
executive office, I expect that these stereotypes will constrain how women campaign for 
positions on state supreme courts during supreme court elections. In particular, with 
regard to the mention of personal trait characteristics, I expect that in their campaign 
advertisements, women will try to revise potentially damaging trait stereotypes (e.g., 
emotional) by detailing their possession of masculine traits (e.g. tough), while men will 
have more flexibility in their descriptions, focusing on both masculine and feminine 
traits. See Table 1 for a list of masculine, feminine, and neutral traits. 
Table 1. List of Masculine, Feminine, and Neutral Traits 
Masculine Traits Feminine Traits Neutral Traits 
Effective Compassionate Objective 
Knowledgeable Gentle Successful 
Tough Devoted Trusted 
Strong Integrity Fair 
Independent Loving  
Aggressive Empathetic  
Respected Honest  
Leader Trustworthy  
Analytical Thoughtful  
Intelligent   
Experienced   
Qualified   
Consistent   
Hardworking   
   
In terms of the issues candidates mention in their campaign advertisements, I 
expect that women will highlight issues that correspond with their stereotypical strengths 
(i.e., feminine issues). See Table 2 for a list of masculine, feminine, and neutral issues. 
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Women candidates may do this in hopes of priming issues that advantage their 
candidacies. In contrast, I expect male candidates to be less constrained by persisting 
gender stereotypes and thus will emphasize both feminine and masculine issues in their 
campaigns. I expect that women candidates will be more likely to detail their possession 
of masculine traits, while mentioning their strengths with feminine issues, because 
women candidates may find it easier to convince voters they possess masculine traits, 
while it may be harder for these women to convince voters they are capable of handling 
masculine issues.  
Table 2. List of Masculine, Feminine, and Neutral Issues 
Masculine Issues Feminine Issues Neutral Issues 
Drugs Care for families Improving the legal system 
Crime Care for elderly Traditional values 
Business Child welfare Individual rights 
Immigration   
Jobs/Employment   
 
With regard to the presentation of the candidates in their advertisements, I expect 
women candidates to wear professional attire more frequently than their male 
counterparts, in order to convey a sense of competency. I also expect women candidates 
to be more likely to speak in their own advertisements compared to male candidates, as a 
way to demonstrate their professionalism. In mentioning experience and endorsements, I 
expect women will mention their prior experience and endorsements from high profile 
industries (e.g., elected officials, newspapers) more often than male candidates. 
 Looking at overall differences in the campaign advertisements of men and 
women, I expect to find the women candidates will continually try and display 
themselves in ways to revise the damaging stereotypes of women. Specifically, I expect 
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women to show themselves as qualified and capable of handling this position of power 
originally thought to be a male position.  
Study Design 
 In order to test these expectations, I conduct a content analysis of judicial campaign 
advertisements for states holding elections to their highest court. The election cycles I 
looked at were the 2011/12 and 2013/14 cycles for 11 states: Arkansas, Illinois, Louisiana, 
Kentucky, Michigan, Montana, Ohio, Oregon, North Carolina, Wisconsin, and West 
Virginia4. These election cycles were chosen because they are the only election cycles 
which had a collection of judicial advertisements available for multiple candidates. The 
states excluded from the sample either did not hold judicial elections during these election 
cycles, did not have women running for judicial office during these election cycles, or did 
not have published advertisements for women judicial candidates during these election 
cycles.  
 The advertisements included in my analysis come from the New Politics Report 
from Justice at Stake with the Brennan Center for Justice. My analysis is conducted on a 
total of 103 judicial advertisements for 39 judicial candidates, 18 women and 21 men. 
There were 54 advertisements for the 18 female candidates and 49 advertisements for the 
21 male candidates. My sample of judicial advertisements was made up of all the 
advertisements for the women candidates running in the 2011/12 and 2013/14 election 
cycles, as well as all of the advertisements for the male candidates who were either (1) 
running against these women in the same election cycle or (2) running for a different seat 
on the same court in the same election cycle. If there were no male candidates running in 
																																								 																				
4 Three of the states hold partisan elections and eight hold nonpartisan elections.  
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the same election cycle, I analyzed the advertisements for a male candidate running in a 
different election cycle but from the same state5. I wanted to pair the men and women 
judicial candidates as best as I could in order to prevent differences in the advertisements 
due to geographic location6.  
 In developing my code sheet for analyzing judicial advertisements, I relied on 
research examining gender differences in political campaign advertisements (e.g., Huddy 
and Terkildsen 1993, Fridkin and Kenney 2014, Walsh, Walker, Patterson, and Hardy 
2016). My code sheet focused on the candidates’ discussion of their personality traits as 
well as their issue priorities.  
With regard to personal traits, Markus (1982) has demonstrated that voters evaluate 
candidates based on two trait dimensions: integrity and competence. The integrity 
dimension is composed of traits such as honesty, morality, and trustworthiness, while the 
competence dimension is composed of traits such as knowledge, leadership, and 
experience. Although these traits are important for all types of office (i.e., legislative, 
executive, judicial), judicial elections may emphasize additional traits due to the nature of 
the office. For example, judicial candidates may be expected to be more impartial and 
objective, traits that are not routinely emphasized in other types of campaigns. Therefore, 
in my code sheet, I include traits routinely examined in legislative and presidential 
																																								 																				
5	There was only one female candidate who did not have a corresponding male candidate in the same state 
and election cycle, Elizabeth Best, who ran for a seat on the supreme court of Montana in 2012.	
6	For the purposes of my analysis, I do not pay particular attention to examining the gender makeup of the 
race (i.e., male candidate versus male candidate, male candidate versus female candidate). However, due to 
my pairing of the male and female candidates, it is possible that some of the male advertisements analyzed 
were from races where the male candidate was running against another male candidate, but this was not 
relevant to my specific research question so I did not code for this.	
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campaigns (e.g., leadership, honesty) as well as adding traits that may be particularly 
pertinent to the judiciary (e.g., objectivity).  
 Turning to issues, the policy dimensions relevant in judicial contests are different 
and more narrow than the policy domains salient in most congressional or executive 
political campaigns. For example, in judicial elections, candidates are restrained from 
discussing issues that may come before them if they are elected; so judicial candidates do 
not take a position on issues. Instead, judicial candidates rely more on valence issues (i.e., 
issues on which virtually everyone agrees as to the desired policy or outcome)7 and focus 
on the types of issues that are most important to them as judges (e.g., keeping families 
safe).  
Based on my expectations, I code for a series of characteristics within the 
advertisements. In addition to coding the traits and issues mentioned, I code for how the 
candidates display themselves in the advertisement (e.g., professional attire, if they speak 
in the advertisements, the amount of times they discuss prior experience and 
endorsements). A full code sheet is displayed in Appendix A.  
 I coded all of the advertisements myself. To improve on the reliability of my 
coding, I made notes on my code sheets, so that after I had finished coding all of the 
advertisements I was able to return and recode the advertisements I was less sure about. 
Ultimately, I coded all of the advertisements at least twice, and on advertisements I was 
less sure about, I coded up to four times. I do not have measures of reliability, due to 
completing the coding on my own. However, in developing my content analysis and 
conducting my coding, I relied heavily on content categories developed by previous authors 
																																								 																				
7	See Rabinowitz, Prorthro, and Jacoby (1982) for a more detailed discussion of valence issues	
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(e.g., Kahn 1996). In addition, I used exclusively manifest codes, where I coded content 
explicitly mentioned in these advertisements, thereby strengthening the reliability of my 
coding measures.  
Content Analysis Results  
I now turn to an examination of whether female judicial candidates try to revise 
potentially damaging gender stereotypes in their advertisements for state supreme courts 
and whether male judicial candidates are constrained to do the same. I begin my analysis 
by examining the traits used in the advertisement to describe the candidate. First, I look at 
the significance of individual traits discussed in the advertisements and then divide the 
traits into masculine, feminine, and neutral categories – based on the gender stereotype 
literature – and compare the proportion of masculine and feminine traits used in 
advertisements to describe male and female judicial candidates.  
For the purposes of examining the traits used to describe the candidates in their 
advertisements, I only look at the positive traits from candidate-sponsored 
advertisements, because I am focusing on the traits the candidates use to describe 
themselves8. To examine the statistical significance of the individual traits used to 
describe male and female judicial candidates, I used a one-way ANOVA (see Table 3). I 
formulated a directional hypothesis for the female candidates because I expect women 
would only use masculine traits when describing themselves. In comparison, I formulated 
a non-directional hypothesis for the male candidates because I did not have a directional 
																																								 																				
8	If I were to look at the traits used in negative advertisements, I would not be looking at traits the 
candidates are using to describe themselves to voters and instead would be looking at the traits outside 
groups or opposing candidates are using to describe the candidate. Although I do not examine negative 
traits because it is not the direct focus of my research, I would encourage other researchers to examine how 
men and women candidates are described by their opponents in negative advertisements.	
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prediction for the types of traits (masculine or feminine) men would use to describe 
themselves in their advertisements9.  
Table 3. Gender Differences in Traits in Judicial Campaign Advertisements 
 Male Candidate 
(Mean)  
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Masculine Traits    
Qualified* 0 .04 1.848 
Aggressive* 0 .04 1.848 
Strong* .02 .09 2.451 
Hardworking* .04 .11 1.768 
Effective .04 .02 .445 
Knowledgeable .06 .07 .066 
Tough .18 .13 .491 
Independent .06 .11 .792 
Leader .04 .07 .510 
Experienced .16 .19 .084 
Analytical .04 0 2.253 
Consistent* .06 0 3.453 
Respected* .10 .04 1.709 
 Male Candidate 
(Mean) 
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Feminine Traits    
Compassionate .04 0 2.253 
Devoted 0 .04 1.848 
Integrity .12 .06 1.434 
Empathetic 0 .04 1.848 
Honest .04 .06 .083 
Trustworthy .08 .11 .250 
 Male Candidate 
(Mean) 
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Neutral Traits    
Objective .12 .11 .031 
Successful 0 .02 .907 
Fair .24 .31 .559 
																																								 																				
9	For my directional hypotheses for the female candidates, I used a one-sided test to establish statistical 
significance. For my non-directional hypotheses for the male candidates, I used a two-sided statistical test 
to establish statistical significance.  	
*	p<.10	
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In testing the directional hypotheses, I find that female candidates were 
significantly more likely than male candidates to focus on four masculine traits in their 
advertisements: qualified, aggressive, strong, and hardworking. In other words, female 
judicial candidates focused on their qualifications, aggressiveness, strength, and 
hardworking nature significantly more than their male candidate counterparts. While I 
expected women to focus on their masculine traits more than men, I find that male 
candidates were significantly more likely to emphasize their consistency and their 
respected nature (masculine coded traits) in their advertisements, compared to female 
candidates. Overall, when comparing the use of the 13 masculine traits in the judicial 
advertisements, I find that women are significantly more likely than men to emphasize 
four masculine traits, while men rely on these traits more than their female counterpart in 
only two instances.  
When looking at the individual feminine traits, as well as neutral traits, I do not 
find any significant differences between the use of these traits by male and female 
candidates. These results are consistent with my expectations; women often focus on 
masculine traits more than their male counterparts and women are no more likely than 
men to focus on feminine traits. I do not expect women to focus on feminine traits 
because these traits may not be desirable for candidates running for a position on the high 
court. Based on this finding, it seems that female candidates are trying to revise 
potentially damaging gender stereotypes by noting their possession of masculine traits.  
 Next, I turn to my examination of the proportion of masculine and feminine traits 
used by male and female candidates in their advertisements. Again, looking only at 
advertisements sponsored by the candidate, I find that male candidates describe 
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themselves with masculine traits 68% of the time, while using feminine traits 32% of the 
time. In comparison, female candidates describe themselves with masculine traits 72% of 
the time, while using feminine traits 28% of the time (see Figure 1). Figure 1, displaying 
the proportion of masculine and feminine traits mentioned in the advertisements by both 
male and female candidates, confirms my hypothesis that when describing their personal 
traits, women candidates will try to revise gender stereotypes by citing masculine traits, 
while men candidates are less restricted in terms of the traits they emphasize and have 
more freedom to employ both masculine and feminine traits. 
 
Figure 1. Gender Differences in the Discussion of Masculine and Feminine Traits 
These findings are similar to those of previous studies examining the gender 
differences in campaign advertisements for other elective office positions. For example, 
Fridkin and Kenney (2014) find that when looking at the representational messages of 
senators, both male and female senatorial candidates try to revise potentially damaging 
stereotypes when it comes to their personal traits. My results are somewhat different, in 
that I do not find male candidates trying to revise gender stereotypes, however I do find 
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female candidates attempting to revise gender stereotypes when it comes to detailing their 
possession of personal traits. This difference may be due to the nature of the two offices. 
For example, male senatorial candidates may be more hindered by not possessing certain 
feminine traits like empathy. As a senator, male and female senators are expected to “care 
for” their constituents. Judges are not expected to play the same role, so male judicial 
candidates may not need to revise potentially damaging stereotypes about their empathy.  
 Looking at whether men and women highlight issues that correspond with their 
stereotypical strengths, I conduct a one-way ANOVA in order to determine whether 
women focus on their stereotypical strengths with regard to issues and whether men are 
constrained in their mentioning of issues (see Table 4). As mentioned earlier, I expect 
female candidates to increase the salience of issues corresponding with their stereotypical 
strengths by stressing feminine issues, while male candidates will have more flexibility in 
choosing to focus on either feminine or masculine issues10. In my analyses, I find some 
support for my expectations. Looking at feminine issues, I find that women candidates 
are significantly more likely than men candidates to focus on issues related to the family 
and somewhat more likely than men to focus on issues relating to child welfare. With 
regard to masculine issues, I find that male candidates are significantly more likely than 
their female counterparts to emphasize their toughness on fighting the war on drugs. 
																																								 																				
10 In a similar fashion to my analyses for traits, I formulated a directional hypothesis for the female 
candidates because I predicted women would only emphasize feminine issues, while I used a non-
directional hypothesis for the male candidates because I did not have a directional prediction about their 
discussion of issues. For my directional hypothesis for the female candidates, I used a one-sided test to 
establish statistical significance, and for my non-directional hypothesis for the male candidates, I used a 
two-sided test to establish statistical significance.		
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Examining the neutral issues, I find that women are significantly more likely than men to 
talk about their desire to improve the legal system.  
Table 4. Gender Differences in Issues in Judicial Campaign Advertisements 
 Male Candidate  
(Mean) 
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Communal Issues    
Care for families** .02 .15 5.432 
Care for elderly .04 0 2.253 
Child Welfare .06 .11 .792 
 Male Candidate 
(Mean) 
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Competitive Issues    
War on drugs** .08 0 4.707 
Crime .24 .17 .704 
Business .04 .04 .010 
Immigration .02 0 1.103 
Jobs/Employment .02 .04 .247 
 Male Candidate 
(Mean) 
Female Candidate 
(Mean) 
F-statistic 
Other issues    
Improve legal 
system** 
0 .07 3.844 
Traditional values .02 .02 .005 
Individual rights .10 .02 1.578 
 
 When comparing the relative emphasis of masculine and feminine issues among 
male and female candidate advertisements, I find that male candidates mention masculine 
issues 71% of the time, while only mentioning feminine issues 29% of the time. In 
comparison, female candidates mention masculine issues only 48% of the time, compared 
to feminine issues 52% of the time (see Figure 2). These findings support my hypothesis. 
In other words, women mention feminine issues in their advertisements more than half of 
																																								 																				
**	p<.11	
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the time, while men are less likely to discuss these issues, mentioning them less than one-
third of the time. These results indicate that women focus more extensively on issues that  
correspond to their stereotypical strengths. 
 
Figure 2. Gender Differences in the Discussion of Masculine and Feminine Issues 
 Turning to my examination of how candidates present themselves in their 
advertisements, I first focus on the attire of the candidate. I expect that women will wear 
formal attire more often than male candidates in order to emphasize their 
professionalism. When looking at my one-way ANOVA test, I find that women 
candidates are significantly more likely than men to dress informally, which directly 
contradicts my original hypothesis. When looking at the proportion of male and female 
candidates dressing formally or informally, I find that male candidates dress formally 
91% of the time. In comparison, female candidates dress formally 73% of the time (see 
Figure 3). The figure shows that although women present themselves in formal attire 
much more often than informal attire, they still dress formally at a rate much lower than 
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their male counterpart11. This departure from my hypothesis might be due to the greater 
variation in the type of clothing women wear; therefore, it may have been easier to code 
female candidate outfits as informal compared to male candidates12.  
  
Figure 3. Gender Differences in the Formal and Informal Dress of the Judicial Candidate. 
Next, I look at the differences in the speakers used in the candidates’ campaign 
advertisements. I predict that women candidates will be more likely to narrate their own 
advertisements, as a way of emphasizing their competence, and my results support my 
hypothesis. In particular, I find that women are more likely than men to narrate their 
campaign advertisements, reaching a level of statistical significance with p<.0513.  
 In Figure 4, I display the proportion that men and women candidates narrate their 
own advertisements, as well as how often candidates utilize male and female narrators. 
While women are much more likely than men to narrate their own advertisements, men 
																																								 																				
11	 I coded a judge wearing their robe separately, not as either formal or informal. 
12	I	coded formal as 0 and informal as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .0816, mean (female candidate) = .2037, 
F-statistic = 3.110, p-value = .081  
13 I coded other voices narrating the advertisement as 0 and candidate’s narrating their own advertisement 
as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .0408, mean (female candidate) = .2037, F-statistic = 6.447, p-value = .013	
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and women candidates are equally likely to rely on male voices to narrate their 
advertisement. The rate at which both male and female candidates use male voices in 
their advertisement is higher than the rate either candidate uses a female voice to narrate 
their advertisement. Looking at the amount of advertisements that utilize a female voice 
as a narrator, male candidates are more likely than female candidates to have a female 
narrate their advertisements. In theorizing why this might be the case, perhaps male 
candidates use a female voice in their campaign advertisements because people may find 
female voices more soothing and persuasive. The differences in the use of narrators – 
including the use of the candidate’s own voice – is interesting and should be explored in  
more detail in future research.
 
Figure 4. Gender Differences in the Narrator of Judicial Advertisements 
Additionally, I examine the gender differences in the amount of times prior 
experience and endorsements are mentioned by the candidates. I predict that female 
candidates will mention their prior experience and their endorsements from high profile 
industries more often than their male counterparts, as a way to dispel potentially 
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damaging stereotypes about their limited experience and qualifications. I find that women 
are more likely than men to mention their prior experience, although the difference does 
not reach statistical significance14. With regard to endorsements, female candidates 
mention endorsements from elected officials more often than male candidates, at a level 
approaching statistical significance15.  
 After conducting my original analysis, I analyzed the advertisements that were 
coded as negative16 (see Figure 5). I find that negative advertisements are twice as likely 
to attack male candidates than female candidates. In addition, I find that male candidates 
have more negative masculine traits used to describe them in the advertisements attacking 
them, compared to the negative advertisements aired against women17. These male 
candidates also have more criticisms mentioned in their negative advertisements, 
compared to the negative advertisements for the female candidates18. With the negative 
advertisements, it is hard to know why these patterns occur because the sponsor of the 
advertisement is not the candidate, therefore we cannot directly examine the reasoning 
behind why this pattern is taking place. However, it is possible that the amount of 
negative advertisements run against female candidates is lower, as well as the number of 
criticisms, because people (both male candidates and other sponsors of the 
advertisements) do not want to be seen as attacking a female candidate.  
																																								 																				
14 I coded the mention of prior experience as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .29, mean (female candidate) = 
.37, F-statistic = .699, p-value = n.s. 
15 I coded the mention of an endorsement as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .76, mean (female candidate) = 
.81, F-statistic = .05, p-value = n.s.  
16 Negative advertisements made up 17% of my sample, with 17 of the 103 advertisements being coded as 
negative. 
17	I coded the mention of negative masculine traits as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .2245, mean (female 
candidate) = .0741, F-statistic = 3.616, p-value = .060 
18 I coded the mention of criticisms as 1. Mean (male candidate) = .41, mean (female candidate) = .07, F-
statistic = 4.558, p-value = .035		
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Figure 5. Gender Differences in the Type of Advertisements. 
I will now discuss the experiments I conducted to study how potential voters 
perceive male and female judicial candidates based on information presented to them via 
candidate advertisements. The first experiment I conducted included a judicial 
advertisement script and the second experiment utilized a televised judicial 
advertisement. In both of these experiments, I examine whether people evaluate male and 
female candidates for state supreme court differently depending on the gender of the 
candidate, the content of the message, or both. I will begin by discussing my 
expectations, study design and results for the first experiment, followed by a discussion 
of my expectations, study design, and results for the second experiment.  
Experiment 1 
Expectations 
 Based on gender stereotypes, I expect people will evaluate identical male and 
female candidates for state supreme court differently. Specifically, I expect when male 
judicial candidates employ trait and issue messages consistent with gender stereotypes, 
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the candidate will be rated more positively. For example, people will develop more 
favorable impressions of men when they focus on describing themselves using masculine 
traits (e.g., leadership, toughness) and masculine issues (e.g., tough on crime). Women 
judicial candidates, on the other hand, cannot afford to emphasize their stereotypical 
strengths with regard to personality traits. In particular, masculine traits such as 
leadership, strength, and experience are likely to be valued more by voters than feminine 
traits such as empathy and integrity (Eagly and Karau 2002; Fridkin and Kenney 2014). 
Therefore, I expect female candidates will be viewed more positively when they 
disseminate messages attempting to revise potentially damaging trait stereotypes by 
highlighting their possession of typical masculine traits, while focusing on their 
stereotypical issue strengths (i.e., feminine issues). 
 We know that candidates can alter people’s perceptions of the important issues of 
the day (Iyengar and Kinder 1987), therefore, women candidates, by emphasizing their 
commitment to feminine issues, such as protecting children, may be able to increase the 
salience of these issues and increase encouraging views of their candidacies.  
 Overall, since masculine traits overlap with the traits valued in strong leaders 
(Eagly and Karau 2002), male judicial candidates can generate favorable views by 
emphasizing their stereotypical personality strengths. Women judicial candidates may be 
able to revise potentially damaging gender stereotypes by showing that they possess 
“male” (leadership) traits like strength and decisiveness. Since issue priorities are more 
malleable than traits, I expect both men and women judicial candidates will be successful 
when they highlight their stereotypical issue strengths.  
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Study Design 
 In conducting my study, I rely on an online survey experiment with a 2 (i.e., male, 
female) by 3 (i.e., male prototypical message, female prototypical message, female 
stereotypical message) factorial design, producing six experimental conditions. The 
different types of advertisement messages – male prototypical, female prototypical, 
female stereotypical – were based on my content analysis findings. As stated earlier, I 
found that male judicial candidates emphasized masculine traits and masculine issues, 
while female judicial candidates emphasized masculine traits and feminine issues. These 
findings constituted my male prototypical (masculine traits, masculine issue) and female 
prototypical advertisements (masculine traits, feminine issue). Instead of only including 
these two advertisement types, I added a third advertisement type, a female stereotypical 
advertisement, which emphasized feminine traits as well as a feminine issue. I included 
this stereotypical female advertisement message to see if women are advantaged or 
disadvantaged when they highlight their stereotypical strengths on both traits and issues. 
I developed my experimental stimuli (i.e., the candidate advertisement script) by 
creating two fictional judicial candidates for state supreme court, one man and one 
woman (e.g., Jason Edmonds and Jane Edmonds), and constructing different 
advertisement messages. As stated above, the development of these advertisement 
messages are based on actual differences in the political advertisements of men and 
women candidates for state supreme court. In my analysis of these advertisements, I 
found that the advertisements mentioned, on average, two traits and one issue per 
advertisement, which is why I included two traits in each advertisement message, with 
only one issue.  
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In choosing the issues and traits to utilize in the advertisements, I chose the modal 
traits and issues identified in my content analysis. The male prototypical message in this 
experiment discusses the candidate’s toughness and experience, as well as the candidate’s 
pledge to work to reduce violent crime. The female prototypical message also discusses 
the candidate’s toughness and experience, but highlights the candidate’s priority for 
keeping families safe. Finally, the female stereotypical message portrays the candidate as 
being empathetic and trustworthy and highlights the candidate’s pledge to keep families 
safe. Each of the three messages, like the majority of the advertisements studied in my 
content analysis, include a high rating from the American Bar Association, an 
endorsement from the state newspaper, the Philadelphia Inquirer, as well as a picture of 
the candidate19. See Appendix B for the full text of each advertising message.  
To summarize, in this experiment I created six conditions by varying the 
advertisement script (i.e., male prototypical message, female prototypical message, 
female stereotypical message) and the gender of the candidate (i.e., Jason Edmonds, Jane 
Edmonds). With this design, I am able to examine the impact of the (1) gender of the 
candidate, (2) the content of the message, and (3) the interaction of gender and the 
message on people’s views of the judicial candidates. Specifically, I am looking at the 
impact of these factors (i.e., gender, message, or both) on subject’s views of the 
candidates in general and on specific traits and issues. 
																																								 																				
19	I selected the Philadelphia Inquirer as a well-respected newspaper from Pennsylvania, the state chosen 
for my experimental race. Additionally, the pictures of the candidates were selected from Google and I 
attempted to make sure that the candidates appeared to be around the same age and of similar 
attractiveness. Both candidates were pictured in a judge’s robe with a bookshelf in the background.		
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From November 2nd to November 10th of 2016, 355 undergraduate students were 
recruited from online political science courses at Arizona State University. These 
students received course credit for their participation in an experiment. The subjects were 
randomly assigned to one of the six conditions. I checked to ensure that randomization 
was successful and found the experimental conditions did not significantly vary on key 
demographic dimensions (i.e., gender, party, ideology, and age), demonstrating the 
effectiveness of randomization. Since the subjects were successfully randomly assigned 
to the various conditions, I can assume that at the start of the experiment, the six 
experimental groups were similar. Consequently, if I find differences at the end of the 
experiment, these differences must be driven by the experimental stimulus.  
Table 5. Demographic Characteristics of Sample in Experiment 1 
Description  
Age 23.36 (average) 
Gender 58% Male    42% Female 
Party Identification 27% Democrat   52% Independent   20% Republican 
Ideology 50% Liberal   19% Moderate   31% Conservative 
Year in School 8% Freshman  31%  Sophomore   29% Junior  32% Senior 
 The demographic characteristics of the subjects in my experiment are listed in 
Table 5. Although my sample is drawn from political sciences courses, these students 
represent a wide range of majors (i.e., 44% of the subjects were political science majors); 
thus, they differ in their amount of political knowledge20.  Similarly, the subjects are not 
drawn exclusively from introductory courses, so the respondents differ in age. The ages 
of the respondents ranged from 18 to 56, with a mean of 23.36 and a standard deviation 
of 6.79.  
																																								 																				
20	The other majors included in my sample are: global studies (3.9%), social science major other than 
political science and global studies (5.8%), humanities (.3%), natural science (2.3%), engineering (4.8%), 
business (14.8%), and other (24.1%).		
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 I recognize there are some limitations to my sample. In particular, a student 
sample may not be generalizable to a more diverse adult population. With regards to 
party affiliation, 27% of my sample identify as Democrats, 20% identify as Republicans, 
while 52% identify as Independents. In comparison, a recent Gallup poll of a 
representative sample of the country shows that 25% of adults consider themselves 
Democrats, 28% consider themselves Republicans, and 44% consider themselves 
Independents (Gallup.com 2017). Therefore, my sample of undergraduate students 
slightly under represents citizens identifying as Republicans, while over represents 
citizens identifying as Independents.  
 My student sample, while being younger and more Independent than the general 
population, may influence the results of my experiment. In particular, my sample may be 
less likely to hold and use gender stereotypes than a more diverse sample. Therefore, my 
study may represent a conservative test for the impact of gender stereotypes.  
 At the start of the online experiment, the subjects were instructed to read and sign 
a consent form. Subjects were then shown one of the six political advertisement scripts 
and were instructed to read the script of a televised political advertisement that had 
recently aired in Pennsylvania and to answer a series of questions following the 
advertisement21. In the subsequent questionnaire, subjects were asked to evaluate the 
favorability of the judicial candidate, state their likelihood of voting for the judicial 
candidate, and assess the likelihood the judicial candidate would win the election. I also 
																																								 																				
21 I chose the state Pennsylvania because it is a state that holds judicial elections. I did not want to select a 
state that many students in my sample would recognize, such as Arizona, so I selected Pennsylvania 
somewhat randomly from the states included in my sample from my content analysis. I do not believe my 
selection of Pennsylvania influences my results in any way.	
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asked subjects how the candidate made them feel (e.g., safe, angry, afraid, hopeful), to 
estimate the candidate’s possession of various traits (e.g., honest, objective, competent, 
empathetic), and to evaluate the candidate’s ability to deal with several issues (e.g., 
violent crime, taking care of families, illicit drugs, fighting injustice). In addition, I asked 
the subjects to note the attractiveness of the candidate, some general political questions 
(i.e., party identification, ideology, a measure of sexism), and several demographic 
questions (i.e., age, gender, year in school, major, birth country, race/ethnicity, and 
religion). At the end of the survey, I asked subjects to guess the purpose of the study22.  
Experiment 1 Results 
 First, I examine the impact the gender of the candidate, the advertising message, 
and the interaction between gender and message have on people’s evaluations of the 
judicial candidates with a series of two-way ANOVAs. Then, I conduct a regression 
analysis where I examine the impact of the significant variables (i.e., affect, trait, and 
issue competence measures) from the initial analysis on overall favorability assessments 
of the judicial candidate.  
 I begin by looking at whether people’s affect for the candidates varied with the 
gender of the candidate and the type of advertising message. Respondents’ sense of 
whether the candidate made them feel afraid, hopeful, and safe varied significantly across 
the conditions. For example, a subject’s likelihood of saying a candidate made them feel 
afraid depended on the interaction between the candidate’s gender and the type of 
message (see Figure 6). As Figure 6 shows, people were more afraid of the male 
candidate when he was presented with a female stereotypical advertisement – 
																																								 																				
22 The full questionnaire used in this experiment is available upon request.  
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emphasizing feminine traits and a feminine issue – compared to the male candidate 
appearing in a male or female prototypical advertisement. Similarly, people were most 
afraid of the female candidate when she was presented with a male prototypical 
advertisement – emphasizing both masculine traits and a masculine issue – compared to 
when the female candidate appeared in a female prototypical or stereotypical 
advertisement. 
 
Figure 6. Does the candidate make you feel afraid? Scored such that 1 = very afraid and 3 
= not afraid at all. 
 When asked about feeling hopeful towards the candidate, the content of the 
message was significant (see Figure 7). In particular, I found respondents were 
significantly less hopeful when they viewed the female prototypical message, 
emphasizing masculine traits and a feminine issue. They were less hopeful, regardless of 
whether the candidate in the advertisement was a male or female. 
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Figure 7. Does the candidate make you feel hopeful? Scored such that 1 = not hopeful at 
all and 3 = very hopeful. 
 Finally, when analyzing differences in the subject’s assessment of whether the 
candidate made them feel safe, I found a significant effect for the type of message (see 
Figure 8). When respondents view the male prototypical message, emphasizing both 
masculine traits and issues, they feel safer than when they view the female prototypical 
message, emphasizing masculine traits and a feminine issue. Similarly, the female 
stereotypical message makes people feel safer than the female prototypical message.  
2.04
1.73
1.89
2
1.78
2.19
0
0.5
1
1.5
2
2.5
Male Prototypical Female Prototypical Female Stereotypical
Jason Edmonds Jane Edmonds
	32 
 
Figure 8. Does the candidate make you feel safe? Scored such that 1 = not safe at all and 
3 = very safe. 
 These results indicate that people often feel less comfortable with the female 
prototypical message (i.e., masculine traits and feminine issues). This is problematic for 
women judicial candidates because the female prototypical message represents the 
message that women judicial candidates routinely emphasize in their campaigns for state 
supreme court.  
 In terms of trait evaluations, I find significant differences for three of the four 
personality traits examined. To begin, I find a significant interaction between the gender 
of the candidate and the type of message for evaluations of the candidate’s honesty (see 
Figure 9). In particular, female candidates receive significantly more favorable honesty 
ratings when they are presented with the female prototypical and female stereotypical 
advertising messages. The gender difference in honesty assessments is particularly 
impressive with the female stereotypical message. However, the gender gap in honesty 
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assessments disappears when the candidates are given the male prototypical message. In 
this condition, the male candidate is advantaged in the honesty assessments.  
 
Figure 9. How well does the phrase “honest” describe the candidate? Scored such that 1 = 
not well at all and 4 = very well.  
 Similarly, with competence ratings, I find a significant interaction between the 
gender of the candidate and the type of message (see Figure 10). In particular, the female 
candidate is viewed as significantly less competent than the identical male candidate 
when they both are presented with the female prototypical message. Women candidates 
are also disadvantaged when men and women candidates are presented with the male 
prototypical message. The female candidate is no longer disadvantaged in competency 
ratings when she is shown with the female stereotypical message. In fact, when shown in 
a script with the stereotypical female message, women candidates are rated as more 
competent than the male candidate.  
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Figure 10. How well does the phrase “competent” describe the candidate? Scored such 
that 1 = not well at all and 4 = very well. 
 Looking at empathy ratings, both the gender of the candidate and the type of 
message are significant (see Figure 11). On average, the male candidate receives lower 
empathy ratings than the female candidate in each of the advertisement message 
conditions. However, the gender difference in empathy ratings is most dramatic in the 
condition utilizing the stereotypical female message.  
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Figure 11. How well does the phrase “empathetic” describe the candidate? Scored such 
that 1 = not well at all and 4 = very well.  
 Overall, my results suggest that women candidates are viewed most positively 
when they present a stereotypically feminine message, compared to the prototypical 
female message. In particular, women are viewed as most competent, most empathetic, 
and most honest when they are featured in an advertisement highlighting stereotypical 
feminine traits and issues. My results also show that the female prototypical 
advertisement message appears to be counterproductive regarding competency ratings. 
The female candidate with the female prototypical advertising message – the message 
that most female candidates use when running for state supreme court – is evaluated as 
less competent than the female candidate with the male prototypical or the female 
stereotypical advertising message.  
 In examining subject’s assessment of the candidates’ ability to deal with different 
issues, I find a significant difference for one issue: caring for families. Since the female 
prototypical and female stereotypical messages explicitly mention caring for families, it 
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is not surprising that these conditions produce somewhat more positive evaluations of the 
candidate’s ability to deal with this issue (see Figure 12). In the female prototypical and 
stereotypical advertisement messages, the candidates are rated as more competent to take 
care of families. I also find an interaction between the gender of the candidate and the 
advertising message. In particular, the male candidate appears to be penalized in the 
female stereotypical condition. In this condition, the male candidate is viewed as 
significantly less able to take care of families, compared to his female counterpart. 
Furthermore, the male candidate in the female stereotypical condition is viewed less 
competent on this issue compared to the male candidate in the male or female 
prototypical condition.  
 
Figure 12. What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in taking care of 
families? Scored such that 1 = incompetent and 4 = competent.  
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The results of this experiment suggest that gender stereotypes powerfully impact 
people’s evaluations of male and female judicial candidates23. People develop different 
views of men and women candidates for state supreme court solely based on the 
candidate’s gender. These results indicate that male judicial candidates are utilizing 
advertising messages that often produce favorable views of their candidacies. Male 
candidates who present themselves with a male prototypical message are viewed as safe 
and less scary compared to male candidates presented with a female prototypical or 
female stereotypical message. The same cannot be said for female candidates; female 
candidates are often disadvantaged when they appear in the female prototypical 
advertisement. These candidates are viewed as less competent, less empathetic, make 
people feel less safe and less hopeful. I find that female candidates are actually rated 
more positively by subjects when they employ messages that are consistent with gender 
stereotypes (i.e., emphasizing both feminine traits and feminine issues). 
 To explore the electoral consequences of stereotypes, I look at whether these 
affect, trait, and issue competency assessments influence overall evaluations of the 
candidates, specifically looking at the favorability ratings of the judicial candidates24 (see 
Table 6). Starting with affect, I find that people who feel less afraid, more hopeful, and 
more safe view the judicial candidate more favorably on a 10-point scale. Looking next at 
trait evaluations, I find that people who rate the judicial candidate as more honest, 
competent, and empathetic view the judicial candidate more favorably on the same scale. 
Finally, in terms of issue competency, people who rate the judicial candidate as more 
																																								 																				
23 A full table of my results is included in Appendix D.  
24 I find that the candidate’s favorability rating powerfully predicts people’s likelihood of voting for the 
candidate (p<.001).  	
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competent to handle the issue of family care view the judicial candidate significantly 
more favorably.  
 In this same analysis, I also examine whether there are differences based on the 
condition (i.e., male candidate versus female candidate with the various message types). I 
find that the male candidate, when shown with the female prototype and female 
stereotype message is viewed as less favorable than the male candidate who is shown 
with the male prototype message, holding all other variables constant. I also find that the 
female candidate shown with the female stereotype message is viewed as less favorable 
than the male candidate shown with the male prototype message, holding all variables 
constant. These results demonstrate that there is a message effect for the male candidates, 
the male candidate shown with the male prototypical message is rated more favorably 
than the male candidate shown with any other message. In addition, when a male 
candidate is shown in a message consistent with gender stereotypes (masculine traits and 
issues) and a female candidate is shown in a message consistent with gender stereotypes 
(feminine traits and issues), the male candidate will be rated more favorably, holding all 
other variables constant.  
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Table 6. OLS Regression Predicting Overall Evaluations of Judicial Candidates  
Variable Unstandardized Coefficient (Std. Error)  
Afraid .67 (.20) *** 
Hopeful .46 (.17)** 
Safe .65 (.17)*** 
Honest .41 (.17)* 
Competent .27 (.14)* 
Empathetic .30 (.14)* 
Caring for families .23 (.14)a 
Jane Male Prototype -.32 (.28) 
Jason Female Prototype -.64 (.29)* 
Jane Female Prototype -.38 (.30) 
Jason Female Stereotype -.65 (.29)* 
Jane Female Stereotype -.84 (.30)** 
*** p<0 ** p<.001 * p<.01 a p<.1 
 In my final experiment, I study the impact of these same messages with the same 
candidates, by having subjects watch a 30 second video depicting the script of the 
advertisement. I seek to uncover whether the results I found with the advertisement script 
continue to hold when subjects are exposed to an actual video advertisement.  
Experiment 2 
Expectations 
 Based on previous research examining the role gender stereotypes play in 
candidate evaluations, I expect that male and female judicial candidates will be evaluated 
differently depending on the traits and issues they use in their advertising messages. 
Consistent with my findings in Experiment 1, I expect that male candidates who employ 
messages with traits and issue competencies consistent with gender stereotypes (i.e., male 
prototypical message) will be rated positively, and female candidates who employ 
messages with traits and issue competencies consistent with gender stereotypes (i.e., 
female stereotypical message) will be rated more positively. In addition, I expect female 
candidates who present themselves in advertisements with messages inconsistent with 
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gender stereotypes – the messages that female judicial candidates utilize in the 
advertisements I examined in my content analysis – will be rated less favorably.  
 Specifically, I expect people will develop favorable impressions of the male 
candidates when they are presented in the male prototypical advertisement, emphasizing 
masculine traits and issues, while people will develop less favorable impressions of these 
same candidates when they are presented in the other advertising messages (e.g., female 
prototypical, female stereotypical). For the female candidates, I expect people will 
develop favorable impressions of these candidates when they employ the female 
stereotypical message, emphasizing feminine traits and issues, while people will develop 
less favorable impressions when they utilize the other advertisement types (e.g., male 
prototypical, female prototypical). However, I do expect the female candidates to be rated 
more positively in the female prototypical advertisement than the male prototypical, 
because this advertising message still contains some consistent gender stereotypes in 
terms of issue competencies, while the male prototypical message does not. I expect these 
patterns to hold true because people may feel more comfortable with candidates when 
people hear candidate’s being described the way they are used to. For instance, people 
may not be used to seeing a woman act tough, or a man act empathetic, so when they are 
casting a vote for a candidate, they may feel more comfortable when a man and a woman 
are described in ways consistent with their gender stereotypes.  
Study Design 
 Similar to my first experiment, in my second experiment, I examine whether 
people evaluate male and female candidates for state supreme court differently based on 
the candidate’s gender, the content of the advertising message, or the interaction between 
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the two. In this experiment, I utilize a 2 (i.e., male candidate, female candidate) by 3 (i.e., 
male prototypical message, female prototypical message, female stereotypical message) 
factorial design, producing six experimental conditions.  
 From February 6th to February 9th of 2017, 517 undergraduate students were 
recruited from political sciences courses at Arizona State University. These students 
received course credit for their participation in an online experiment. The subjects were 
randomly assigned to one of the six conditions. I verified that randomization across the 
six experimental conditions was successful and found that the conditions did not vary 
significantly on any of the key demographic dimensions (i.e., gender, party, ideology, and 
age). Due to the respondents being randomly assigned successfully to the various 
experimental conditions, I can assume that at the start of the experiment, the six 
experimental groups are similar. As a result, if I find any significant differences at the 
end of the experiment, I know these differences are driven by the experimental stimulus. 
Table 7 shows the demographic characteristics of the subjects in my experiment.  
Table 7. Demographic Characteristics of Sample in Experiment 2 
Description  
Age 24.95 (average) 
Gender 53% Male 47% Female 
Party Identification 28% Democrat 45% Independent 27% Republican 
Ideology 42% Liberal 18% Moderate 41% Conservative 
Year in School 5% Freshman 18% Sophomore 37% Junior 40% Senior  
 
 Although my sample is drawn from political science courses, the subjects in my 
sample come from multiple majors (i.e., 50.5% of the subjects were political science 
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majors); thus, they differ in their amount of political knowledge25. Similarly, the subjects 
are not drawn exclusively from introductory courses, so they differ in age as well. The 
age of respondents ranged from 18 to 63, with a mean of 24.95 and a standard deviation 
of 7.48.   
 I am aware of the limitations to using a student sample, in that it may not be 
generalizable to a more diverse adult population. In terms of party affiliation, 28% of my 
sample identify as Democrats, 27% identify as Republicans, and 45% identify as 
Independents. For comparison, a recent Gallup poll of a representative sample of the 
country shows that 25% of adults consider themselves Democrats, 28% consider 
themselves Republicans, while 44% consider themselves Independents (Gallup.com 
2017). Therefore, my sample marginally over represents citizens identifying as 
Democrats and Independents, while slightly underrepresenting those who identify as 
Republicans. As stated earlier, a younger and more liberal sample may understate the 
impact these gender stereotypes have on evaluations of judicial candidates. Based on this, 
I can expect that if I find significant results with my younger and more liberal sample, it 
is likely to hold true on a sample more generalizable to the general population.  
 My experimental stimuli (i.e., video campaign advertisement) was developed in 
the same manner as it was for Experiment 1. The advertisement was a series of six 
separate PowerPoint slides, converted to an mp4 and loaded into the iMovie application 
on a Mac to make a video26. The advertisements were 30-35 seconds long, with a male 
																																								 																				
25	The other majors included in my sample are: global studies (0.9%), social science major other than 
political science and global studies (8.3%), humanities (3.5%), natural science (2.7%), engineering (7.4%), 
business (8.9%), and other (17.8%).		
26 Images of the slides included in each judicial advertisement is included in Appendix C. 
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narrating the advertisement while music played in the background to increase the external 
validity of the advertisement27. The narrator of the advertisement, who read the exact 
same script that was included in Experiment 1, was a male student who helped with this 
research.  
At the start of the survey experiment, the subjects read and signed a consent form. 
Subjects were then randomly assigned to one of the six political advertisements and were 
instructed to press the red play button in the middle of the video to start a video of a 
political advertisement that had recently aired in Pennsylvania and to answer a series of 
questions. Subjects could not proceed to the questionnaire until after the video had 
concluded. I used the same questionnaire as in Experiment 1, with some additional 
measures including: if the candidate made the subjects feel proud, if the subjects thought 
the candidate was tough, a strong leader, experienced, and what political party or 
ideology subjects thought the judicial candidate affiliated with. I also included four 
questions assessing whether the subjects felt certain groups were discriminated against 
(e.g., African Americans, Hispanics, Muslims, women) and whether subjects agreed with 
the statement that the country needs to continue making changes to give women equal 
rights with men.28 I added the additional affect and trait measures because after reading 
more gender stereotype literature I felt these would be beneficial to include. I added the 
additional discrimination questions because I wanted to examine whether subjects’ 
answers to these questions had any impact on their likelihood to use gender stereotyping 
when evaluating the judicial candidates.  
																																								 																				
27 The music playing in the background was downloaded directly from iMovie and was titled “Modern” 
28 The full questionnaire is available upon request.  
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Experiment 2 Results 
Similar to my first experiment, I examine the impact that gender and the 
advertising message have on evaluations of the judicial candidates and conduct a 
regression analyzing the significant variables (i.e., affect, trait, and issue competence 
measures) to determine if these variables have an impact on subject’s favorability ratings 
of the candidate.  
 To examine the impact of the gender of the candidate and the advertising 
message, I ran a series of two-way ANOVAs comparing the average ratings for each 
candidate across the various conditions. I begin by looking at whether people’s feelings 
toward the candidate varied with the gender of the candidate and the type of advertising 
message employed. People’s feelings of both safety and fear varied significantly across 
the different conditions. With regard to safety, the subjects’ likelihood of saying a 
candidate made them feel safe depended on the advertising message employed by the 
candidate (see Figure 13). As Figure 13 shows, people felt safer when the candidate was 
presented in a male prototypical advertisement, compared to the candidate appearing in 
either the female prototypical or female stereotypical advertisement, and felt the least 
safe when the candidate was shown in a female prototypical advertisement.  
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Figure 13. Does the candidate make you feel safe? Scored such that 1 = not safe at all and 
3 = very safe.  
 When asked about whether the candidate makes people feel afraid, the content of 
the message is significant (see Figure 14). Specifically, I find that people are significantly 
less afraid of the candidate presented with the female stereotypical message, and are most 
afraid of the candidate shown with the male prototypical message.  
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Figure 14. Does the candidate make you feel afraid? Scored such that 1 = very afraid and 
3 = not afraid at all.  
In examining why these message effects might be occurring, it is important to 
remember the content of the different advertising messages. The male prototypical 
advertisement discusses the candidate’s toughness, experience, and being hard on crime; 
the female prototypical advertisement mentions the candidate’s toughness, experience, 
and ability to protect families; and the female stereotypical advertisement discusses the 
candidate’s trustworthiness, empathy, and ability to protect families.  While it makes 
logical sense for people to feel the safest when a candidate discusses being tough and 
experienced, in addition to being hard on crime, we do not see the same pattern with 
feelings of fear. With fear, people feel the least afraid of the candidate emphasizing 
feminine traits and issues and feel the most afraid of the candidate emphasizing 
masculine traits and issues. This may be the case due to gender stereotypes of women, 
and those described in terms of feminine traits, being seen as more nurturing, leading 
people to be less afraid of candidates with these traits. It may also be the case that when a 
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judicial candidate mentions crime, as in the masculine prototypical advertisement, people 
feel more afraid.  
These affect results differ from those in Experiment 1. For feelings of safety, in 
Experiment 1 I found that people feel safer in the female stereotypical message compared 
to the female prototypical message, but in this experiment that is not the case. For 
feelings of fear, in Experiment 1 I found an interaction effect of both gender and the type 
of message – people were most afraid of the male candidate when presented with the 
female stereotypical advertisement and were most afraid of the female candidate when 
presented with the male prototypical advertisement – but in this experiment, the impact of 
the message is stronger than gender. 
 Moving to trait evaluations of the candidates, I find significant differences for 
four of the seven traits examined. First, I find a significant message effect for people’s 
evaluations of a candidate’s honesty (see Figure 15). Specifically, people rate a candidate 
shown in a female stereotypical advertisement as more honest than candidate’s shown in 
either the male prototypical advertisement or the female prototypical advertisement, with 
the candidate shown in the female prototypical advertisement getting the least favorable 
honesty ratings.  
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Figure 15. How well does the phrase “honest” describe the candidate? Scored such that 1 
= not well at all and 4 = extremely well.  
 Looking at empathy ratings, both the type of message and the interaction between 
gender and the type of message are significant (see Figure 16). When examining the 
impact of the type of advertising message, people rate the candidate shown in the female 
stereotypical advertising message (the only advertising message that explicitly mentions 
empathy) as the most empathetic, and the candidate shown in the male prototypical 
advertisement as the least empathetic. This makes theoretical sense due to the nature of 
the traits and issues in the advertising messages.  The male prototypical message only 
mentions masculine traits and issues, the female prototypical mentions masculine traits 
and a feminine issue, and the female stereotypical advertisement mentions both feminine 
traits and issues. Examining the impact of the interaction between the gender of the 
candidate and the advertising message, the female candidate is advantaged in terms of 
empathy ratings in both the female prototypical and stereotypical advertising message. 
2.67
2.59
2.75
2.61
2.55
2.71
2.45
2.5
2.55
2.6
2.65
2.7
2.75
2.8
Male Prototype Female Prototype Female Stereotype
Jason Edmonds Jane Edmonds
	49 
 
Figure 16. How well does the phrase “empathetic” describe the candidate? Scored such 
that 1 = not well at all and 4 = extremely well.  
 In terms of evaluations of the candidate’s toughness, the candidates presented 
with the male prototypical advertising message are rated as toughest, followed by the 
candidate presented with the female prototypical message, with candidates in the female 
stereotypical message being rated as the least tough (see Figure 17). Again, both the male 
and female prototypical advertisements explicitly mention toughness as one of the traits 
in the advertisement, whereas the female stereotypical advertisement does not, so this 
significant message effect is not unexpected. However, it is notable that the gender of the 
candidate does not influence ratings of the candidate’s toughness. 
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Figure 17. How well does the phrase “tough” describe the candidate? Scored such that 1 = 
not well at all and 4 = extremely well.  
 Similarly, in respondent ratings of the candidate as a strong leader, the candidates 
presented with the male prototypical message are rated as the strongest leaders compared 
to candidates presented with the other two messages (see Figure 18). Again, candidates 
shown with a female prototypical message are rated as stronger leaders than the 
candidates shown in female stereotypical message. In speculating on why the candidates 
presented with the male prototypical message are rated higher than the candidates 
presented with the other two messages, it is useful to consider the traits and issues 
mentioned in the advertisements. For instance, the male prototypical message emphasizes 
masculine traits (e.g., toughness, experience) and a masculine issue (e.g., crime), the 
female prototypical message emphasizes masculine traits (e.g., toughness, experience) 
and a feminine issue (e.g., protecting families), while the female stereotypical message 
emphasizes feminine traits (e.g., trustworthiness, empathy) and a feminine issue (e.g., 
protecting families). Typically, masculine traits are associated with being a strong leader, 
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so looking at the makeup of the traits and issues in the advertising messages, it makes 
sense for the candidate shown in the male prototypical advertisement to be rated as the 
strongest leader, while the candidate shown in the female stereotypical advertisement to 
be rated as the least strong leader.  
 
Figure 18. How well does the phrase “strong leader” describe the candidate? Scored such 
that 1 = not well at all and 4 = extremely well.  
Overall, my results suggest that when candidates are being evaluated on 
masculine traits (e.g., tough, strong leader), people view the candidate more positively 
when they are presented with the male prototypical message and the least positively with 
the female stereotypical message. In contrast, when the candidates are evaluated on 
feminine traits (e.g., empathetic), people rate the candidate presented in the female 
stereotypical advertisement highest and the candidate presented in the male prototypical 
advertisement the lowest. However, in terms of honesty evaluations, the trait that is 
arguably most important in judicial campaigns, people view the candidate presented with 
the female stereotypical advertisement as the most honest and the candidate presented 
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with the female prototypical advertisement – the advertisement type that female judicial 
candidates use most often in their advertisements – as the least honest.  
 Comparing these results with those from Experiment 1, I find differences with 
regard to people’s ratings of the candidate’s honesty. There is a significant interaction 
between the candidate’s gender and the type of message in the first experiment – the 
female candidate is advantaged in both the female prototypical and stereotypical message 
and the male candidate is advantaged in the male prototypical message – while in this 
experiment there is only a significant effect for the type of message, the female 
stereotypical message receives the honesty advantage. In terms of empathy, the results 
are similar, in Experiment 1 the male candidate received lower empathy ratings than the 
female candidate in all conditions, with the greatest disadvantage occurring in the female 
stereotypical message.  
 In examining people’s assessment of the candidate’s ability to deal with different 
issues, I find significant differences for three of the four issues I examine: violent crime, 
protecting families, and combatting the illicit drug problem. Since the male prototypical 
message explicitly mentions being tough on crime, it is not surprising that when 
candidates are presented with the male prototypical advertisement, people rate these 
candidates as more competent to handle the issue of violent crime (see Figure 19). 
Examining the interactions between gender and the type of message, male candidates are 
rated the least competent on violent crime when shown with the female prototypical 
message and female candidates are rated the least competent when shown with the female 
stereotypical message. This may indicate the female prototypical message is less effective 
for men.  
	53 
 
Figure 19. How competent is the candidate at dealing with the issue of violent crime? 
Scored such that 1 = incompetent and 4 = competent.  
 Similarly, the issue of protecting families is explicitly mentioned in the female 
prototypical and the female stereotypical messages. When asked to rate the candidates on 
this issue, people rate the candidate shown in the female stereotypical advertisement as 
the most competent at handling this issue (see Figure 20). However, looking at the male 
candidate, people rate the male candidate shown with the male prototypical message as 
more competent to handle this issue compared to when the male candidate is shown with 
the female prototypical message, which explicitly mentions protecting families. In 
contrast, the female candidate is rated the least competent to handle this issue in the male 
prototype condition. Additionally, I find a significant gender effect, people view women 
candidates, regardless of the message employed, as significantly more competent to 
handle the issue of protecting families, than the male candidate.  
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Figure 20. How competent is the candidate at protecting families? Scored such that 1 = 
incompetent and 4 = competent.  
Finally, the issue of combatting the illicit drug problem has significant message 
effects. In particular, people view the candidates in the male prototypical advertisement 
and the female stereotypical advertisement as significantly better able to handle this issue 
than the candidate in the female prototypical advertisement. In fact, the candidates are 
rated almost identically in both the male prototypical and female stereotypical messages 
on this issue (see Figure 21). When examining the factors that may cause people to view 
the candidate in the female prototypical advertisement less competent to handle the issue 
of combatting the drug problem, it may be useful to note the gender stereotype 
contradiction that occurs in this message. In the female prototypical message candidates 
are described as tough and experienced, while mentioning their ability to protect families 
(i.e., masculine traits, feminine issue). This contradiction may be why the candidates in 
these advertisements are viewed as less competent to handle this stereotypically 
masculine issue.    
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Figure 21. How competent is the candidate at combatting the illicit drug problem? Scored 
such that 1 = incompetent and 4 = competent.  
Again, comparing these results to Experiment 1, there are similarities in the 
assessments of the candidate’s competency at dealing with issues relating to the family. 
Specifically, on this issue in both experiments, female candidates are rated more 
competent than male candidates. However, there are some differences with the 
interactions between the gender of the candidate and the type of message. For example, in 
Experiment 1, male candidates are rated the least competent to handle this issue in the 
female stereotypical condition, while in Experiment 2, they are rated the least competent 
in the female prototypical condition. Additionally, in Experiment 1, protecting families 
was the only issue that had significant effects, but in Experiment 2, protecting families, 
violent crime, as well as combatting the illicit drug problem had significant effects. 
 After analyzing gender differences in the affect, trait, and issue competency 
evaluations for the candidates, I looked at whether there were gender differences in the 
subject’s partisan and ideological identifications of the judicial candidates. First, looking 
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at the party identification the subjects assigned to each candidate, the gender of the 
candidate and the type of message used in the advertisement generate significant 
differences (see Figure 22). In particular, people believe the male candidate to be 
significantly more Republican than the female candidate. Looking at the message 
differences, people identify the candidate presented with the male prototypical message 
as the most Republican, the candidate presented with the female stereotypical message as 
least Republican, and the candidate presented with the female prototypical message 
falling somewhere in the middle.  
 
Figure 22. What is the candidate’s political affiliation? Scored such that 1 = Strong 
Democrat and 8 = Strong Republican.  
 Similarly, assessments of the candidate’s ideology follow a similar pattern, 
producing significant differences by both gender and the type of message (see Figure 23). 
As with partisan identification, people find men to be significantly more conservative 
than women. In addition, people viewing candidates with the male prototype message 
find the candidate to be more conservative, regardless of gender. While people viewing 
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candidates with the female stereotype message find those candidates, regardless of 
gender, to be the most liberal. Again candidates shown with the female prototype 
message, regardless of gender, fall somewhere in the middle. Based on gender stereotype 
literature (e.g., Koch 2000), the findings that women are considered more Democratic 
and liberal than their male counterparts, regardless of the message, and that candidates 
described in terms of feminine traits and issues are considered more Democratic and 
more liberal than the candidates who are not, makes sense.  
 
Figure 23. What is the candidate’s ideology? Scored such that 1 = Extremely Liberal and 
8 = Extremely Conservative.  
In this experiment, for affect, trait, and issue measures, the most significant 
effects I find are due to differences in the advertising messages. The candidate presented 
with the male prototypical message (e.g., masculine traits and issues) are advantaged in 
terms of their ability to make people feel safe, people’s perception of them as tough, a 
strong leader, and their competency on issues of violent crime and combatting the illicit 
drug problem.  
5.14
4.9
4.66
4.92
4.61
4.19
4
4.2
4.4
4.6
4.8
5
5.2
Male Prototype Female Prototype Female Stereotype
Jason Edmonds Jane Edmonds
	58 
Looking at the candidates who are shown with the female stereotypical message 
(e.g., feminine traits and issues), there is an advantage in terms of making the subjects 
feel the least afraid of the candidate, assessments of the candidate’s honesty, empathy, 
and the candidates’ competency for protecting families. The most interesting finding is 
when the candidates are shown with the female prototypical message they face significant 
disadvantages. Candidates using the female prototypical message are disadvantaged in 
terms of making people feel safe, assessments of their honesty, and their competency at 
handling the issues of violent crime and the illicit drug problem. It is important to 
speculate as to why candidates, when presenting the female prototypical message, are 
disadvantaged compared to candidates utilizing the other two messaging types. As stated 
earlier, it might be due to the fact that this particular message emphasizes conflicting 
gender stereotypes, with masculine traits and a feminine issue. Perhaps people are not 
able to reconcile these two conflicting descriptions in their mind and therefore rate the 
candidate lower when they are evaluating them.  
Examining the electoral consequences of stereotypes in this experiment, I 
examine whether the significant affect, trait, and issue competency assessments impact 
overall evaluations of the judicial candidates (see Table 8). Beginning with affect 
measures, I find that when people feel more safe and less afraid of the candidate, they 
rate the judicial candidate significantly more favorably on a 10-point scale. In terms of 
trait assessments, when people rate the candidate as more honest, empathetic, and a 
strong leader, they rate the candidate significantly more favorably on the same scale. 
Finally, looking at issue competency, when people rate candidates as more competent to 
handle the issues of protecting families and combatting the drug problem, they rate the 
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judicial candidate significantly more favorably29. In addition, I examined whether the 
conditions varied (i.e., male versus female candidate with either of the messages) and did 
not find any significant differences.  
Table 8. OLS Regression Predicting Overall Evaluations of Judicial Candidates 
Variable Unstandardized Coefficient (Std. Error) 
Safe .75 (.12)*** 
Afraid .38 (.18)* 
Honest .41 (.13)** 
Empathetic .18 (.10)a 
Tough .06 (.09) 
Strong Leader .36 (.11)** 
Violent Crime .02 (.11) 
Protecting Families .22 (.10)* 
Combatting Illicit Drug Problem .16 (.09)a 
Jane Male Prototype -.22 (.21) 
Jason Female Prototype -.29 (.21) 
Jane Female Prototype -.17 (.22) 
Jason Female Stereotype -.05 (.22) 
Jane Female Stereotype .24 (.22) 
*** p<0 ** p<.001 * p<.01 a p<.1 
Discussion and Conclusion 
My results from all three studies suggest that male candidates utilize 
advertisements that produce favorable impressions of their candidacies, while female 
candidates employ advertisements that often produce unfavorable impressions. 
Specifically, my content analysis identifies male candidates as using a male prototypical 
message (e.g., masculine traits and issues), while female candidates utilize a female 
prototypical message (e.g., masculine traits and feminine issues). In both Experiment 1 
and 2, I examine the impact these different messaging types have on voter impressions of 
these candidates. In both experiments, I find that the female prototypical message 
																																								 																				
29	Once again, I find that evaluations of the judicial candidate’s influence vote preference, p<.001.	
	60 
produces the most negative evaluations of women candidates.  Instead, women 
candidates are often advantaged when they stress both feminine traits and issue strengths 
(i.e., the female stereotypical message). Women candidates may be advantaged by this 
female stereotypical message, because the traits and issues mentioned are consistent with 
gender stereotypes and perhaps voters feel more comfortable with candidates when they 
highlight strengths consistent with voters’ expectations.  
 It is well documented that female candidates at different levels of office are held 
to a double standard. When they emphasize traits and issues consistent with gender 
stereotypes, they may be perceived as being too “feminine,” yet when they emphasize 
masculine traits and issues, they may be viewed as not “feminine” enough (Jamieson 
1995). The results of this study suggest that women may be advantaged when they stress 
feminine traits and issues.  This may be the case because honesty and integrity, typically 
feminine traits, are paramount for judges. If this is the case, the election to judicial office 
may present a different set of constraints, compared to legislative or executive 
campaigns.  Future work should seek to replicate these experimental findings with a more 
diverse sample and with videos of advertisements, not solely presenting scripts of 
advertisements.   
It is important to study the impact of different advertisement messages, 
emphasizing divergent (e.g., masculine vs. feminine) traits and issues, to see if campaign 
messaging is contributing to the lack of gender parity in elective judicial office. For the 
courts especially, where over half of the United States holds elections for the state’s 
highest court, it is imperative to understand how gender and “gendered” messages 
influence the electability of women judicial candidates.  
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APPENDIX A 
CODE SHEET FOR CONTENT ANALYSIS 
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Candidate    _______ 
Length of Ad   _______ 
Type of Ad   _______ 
 
Positive general               ________ 
Negative general  ________ 
 
Candidate Dress 
Informal    ________ 
Formal    ________ 
Both    ________ 
Not Pictured   ________ 
Robe     ________ 
 
Speaker 
Male    _________ 
Female    _________ 
Candidate   _________ 
 
Family 
Pictures of family  _________ 
Mention of marital status _________ 
Mention of children  _________ 
Mention of spouse  _________ 
 
Traits 
Honest    ________ 
Trustworthy   ________ 
Compassionate   ________ 
Analytical   ________ 
Effective   ________ 
Knowledgeable   ________ 
Hardworking   ________ 
Tough    ________ 
Strong    ________ 
Independent   ________ 
Consistent   ________ 
Objective   ________ 
Aggressive   ________ 
Experienced   ________ 
Fair    ________ 
Devoted   ________ 
Successful   ________ 
Integrity   ________ 
Respected   ________ 
Leader    ________ 
Qualified   ________ 
Empathetic   ________ 
 
Dishonest   ________ 
Untrustworthy   ________ 
Weak    ________ 
Biased    ________ 
Erratic    ________ 
Ineffective   ________ 
Power-hungry   ________ 
Immoral   ________ 
Insensitive   ________ 
Inexperienced   ________ 
Disrespectful   ________ 
Unfair    ________ 
 
Issues 
Crime   ________ 
Business  ________ 
Drugs   ________ 
Jobs/Employment ________ 
Care for elderly  ________ 
Care for family   ________ 
Immigration  ________ 
Traditional values ________ 
Individual rights  ________ 
Labor   ________ 
Improve legal system ________ 
Child welfare   ________ 
 
Misc. Mentions 
Mentions of lack of qualifications     
_________ 
Mentions other qualifications        
_________ 
Mentions criticisms about justice       
_________ 
Mentions prior experience on bench  
_________ 
Mentions prior experience in general 
_________ 
Mentions educational preparation      
_________ 
Mentions candidate appearance          
_________ 
Mentions gender as an issue         
_________ 
 
Endorsements    
  
High power elected official  ________ 
Teacher   ________ 
Newspaper   ________ 
Police Force   ________ 
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Bar Association   ________ 
Interest Group   ________ 
Other     ________ 
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APPENDIX B 
ADVERTISEMENT SCRIPT FOR EXPERIMENT 1 
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Male Prototypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jason Edmonds, 
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jason Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court. 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jason Edmonds,  
saying that he has the toughness and experience to get the job done. 
He brings experience that no other candidate even comes close to. 
Jason Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
He will deliver on keeping violent criminals behind bars where they belong by rejecting early 
releases for rapists, child predators, and repeat violent criminals. 
Vote Jason Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court. 
 
Female Prototypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jason Edmonds, 
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jason Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jason Edmonds,  
heralding his toughness and his experience to get the job done. 
He brings experience that no other candidate even comes close to. 
Jason Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
He will uphold the right of every family in the state to be secure and protected,  
because protecting families is his top priority. 
Vote Jason Edmonds for State Supreme Court. 
 
 
 
 
	68 
Female Stereotypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jason Edmonds, 
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jason Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jason Edmonds,  
heralding his unparalleled empathy and trustworthiness. 
He has always demonstrated empathy in making decisions throughout his career. 
Jason Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
He will uphold the right of every family in the state to be secure and protected, because protecting 
families is his top priority. 
Vote Jason Edmonds for State Supreme Court 
 
 
Male Prototypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jane Edmonds, 
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jane Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court. 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jane Edmonds,  
saying that she has the toughness and experience to get the job done. 
She brings experience that no other candidate even comes close to. 
Jane Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
She will deliver on keeping violent criminals behind bars where they belong by rejecting early 
releases for rapists, child predators, and repeat violent criminals. 
Vote Jane Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court. 
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Female Prototypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jane Edmonds, 
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jane Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jane Edmonds, 
 heralding her toughness and her experience to get the job done. 
She brings experience that no other candidate even comes close to. 
Jane Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
She will uphold the right of every family in the state to be secure and protected,  
because protecting families is her top priority. 
Vote Jane Edmonds for State Supreme Court. 
 
Female Stereotypical Advertisement 
Political Advertisement for Jane Edmonds,	
Candidate for Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
 
Elect Jane Edmonds to Pennsylvania’s State Supreme Court 
Earlier this week, the Philadelphia Inquirer endorsed Jane Edmonds,  
heralding her unparalleled empathy and trustworthiness. 
She has always demonstrated empathy in making decisions throughout her career. 
Jane Edmonds recently received the American Bar Association’s highest rating. 
She will uphold the right of every family in the state to be secure and protected,  
because protecting families is her top priority. 
Vote Jane Edmonds for State Supreme Court 
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ADVERTISEMENT STORY BOARD FOR EXPERIMENT 2 
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Jason – Male Prototypical Advertisement  Jason – Female Prototypical Advertisement  
 
	
	 	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
2/25/17
1
Elect Jason Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Tough”
“Experienced”
Vote Jason Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
2/25/17
1
Elect Jason Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Tough”
“Experienced”
Vote Jason Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
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Jason – Female Prototypical Advertisement         Jane – Male Prototypical Advertisement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2/25/17
1
Elect Jason Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Trustworthy”
“Empathetic”
Vote Jason Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
2/25/17
1
Elect Jane Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Tough”
“Experienced”
Vote Jane Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
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Jane – Female Prototypical Advertisement      Jane – Female Stereotypical Advertisement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
2/25/17
1
Elect Jane Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Tough”
“Experienced”
Vote Jane Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
2/25/17
1
Elect Jane Edmonds to 
represent YOU on 
Pennsylvania’s State 
Supreme Court
“Trustworthy”
“Empathetic”
Vote Jane Edmonds for 
State Supreme Court
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APPENDIX D 
FULL TABLE OF EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS 
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Full Results for Experiment 1 
Affect Measures 
Does the candidate make you feel angry? 
(1 – Very angry, 2 – Somewhat angry, 3 – Not angry at all) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.87 (.44) 2.74 (.48) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.85 (.36) 2.86 (.45) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.81 (.39) 2.88 (.32) 
   
 F-Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .071 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .46 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message 1.59  n.s. 
 
Does the candidate make you feel afraid? 
(1 – Very afraid, 2 – Somewhat afraid, 3 – Not afraid at all) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.9 (.30) 2.74 (.56) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.87 (.34) 2.90 (.42) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.74 (.52) 2.85 (.44) 
   
 F-Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of 
Candidate 
.077 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .74 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message 4.14 p<.02 
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Does the candidate make you feel hopeful? 
(1 – Not hopeful at all, 2 – Somewhat hopeful, 3 – Very hopeful) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error)  
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.04 (.71) 2.00 (.67) 
Female Prototype Ad 1.73 (.60) 1.78 (.71) 
Female Stereotype Ad 1.89 (.61) 2.19 (.59) 
   
 F-Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of 
Candidate 
2.05 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 6.11 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message 1.98 p<.08 
 
Does the candidate make you feel safe? 
(1 – Not safe at all, 2 – Somewhat safe, 3 – Very safe) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.17 (.62) 2.09 (.65) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.81 (.59) 1.86 (.64) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.06 (.63) 2.15 (.53) 
   
 F-Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .11 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 7.47 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message .60 n.s. 
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Trait Measures 
 
How well does the phrase “honest” describe the candidate? 
(1 - Not well at all, 2 - Not too well, 3 - Quite well, 4 - Very well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.85 (.61) 2.72 (.65) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.63 (.72) 2.78 (.71) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.68 (.67) 2.96 (.59) 
   
 F-Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.92 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .84 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message 2.60 p<.08 
 
How well does the phrase “objective” describe the candidate? 
(1 - Not well at all, 2 - Not too well, 3 - Quite well, 4 - Very well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.85 (.61) 2.72 (.65) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.63 (.72) 2.78 (.71) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.68 (.67) 2.96 (.59) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.57 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.91 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .51 n.s. 
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How well does the phrase “competent” describe the candidate? 
(1 - Not well at all, 2 - Not too well, 3 - Quite well, 4 - Very well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.08 (.78) 2.93 (.80) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.14 (.72) 2.74 (.75) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.08 (.72) 3.17 (.68) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 2.49 n.s.Error! Bookmark not 
defined. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.20 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  3.64 p<.03 
 
How well does the phrase “empathetic” describe the candidate? 
(1 - Not well at all, 2 - Not too well, 3 - Quite well, 4 - Very well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.42 (.82) 2.46 (.88) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.59 (.73) 2.76 (.74) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.85 (.74) 3.03 (.61) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 6.71 p<.02 
Main Effect of Type of Message 18.78 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message  2.08 n.s. 
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Issue Competence Measures 
 
What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in dealing with the issue of 
violent crime? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat Incompetent, 3 – Somewhat Competent, 4 – Very 
Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.38 (.77) 3.22 (.82) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.15 (.70) 3.12 (.72) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.06 (.77) 3.22 (.70) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .025 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.71 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.22 n.s. 
 
What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in taking care of families? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat Incompetent, 3 – Somewhat Competent, 4 – Very 
Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.23 (.85) 3.04 (.75) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.23 (.71) 3.44 (.64) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.28 (.74) 3.51 (.58) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .94 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 3.84 p<.02 
Interaction of Gender * Message  2.83 p<.10 
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What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in combatting the illicit drug 
problem? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat Incompetent, 3 – Somewhat Competent, 4 – Very 
Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.86 (.91) 2.85 (.90) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.92 (.77) 2.90 (.79) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.77 (.97) 2.96 (.66) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .29 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .11 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .51 n.s. 
 
What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence for fighting injustice? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat Incompetent, 3 – Somewhat Competent, 4 – Very 
Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.08 (.81) 3.06 (.94) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.04 (.87) 3.14 (.81) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.89 (.87) 3.10 (.64) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.06 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .38 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .52 n.s. 
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Additional Measures 
 
Candidate’s Likelihood of Winning 
(1 – Not very likely, 2 – Somewhat unlikely, 3 – Somewhat likely, 4 – Very likely) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.17 (.65) 3.09 (.62) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.06 (.57) 3.00 (.73) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.03 (.62) 3.06 (.50) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .32 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .84 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .19 n.s. 
 
 
Likelihood of voting for the candidate 
(1 – Not very likely, 2 – Somewhat unlikely, 3 – Somewhat likely, 4 – Very likely) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.10 (.75) 2.89 (.74) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.81 (.66) 2.84 (.68) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.92 (.68) 3.02 (.64) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .01 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.66 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.88 n.s. 
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Attractiveness of Candidate 
(Rating on a scale ranging from 1 – not attractive at all to 10 – very attractive) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 5.94 (1.99) 6.07 (1.95) 
Female Prototype Ad 5.18 (2.06) 5.78 (1.96) 
Female Stereotype Ad 5.47 (1.93) 6.14 (1.61) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 4.57 p<.04 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.99 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .60 n.s. 
 
 
Favorability of Candidate 
(Rating on a scale ranging from 1 – not favorable at all to 10 – very favorable) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 7.29 (2.08) 6.67 (1.89) 
Female Prototype Ad 6.21 (1.90) 6.62 (1.81) 
Female Stereotype Ad 6.43 (1.95) 6.92 (1.77) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .19 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 2.35 p<.10 
Interaction of Gender * Message  2.89 p<.06 
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Full Results for Experiment 2 
 
Affect Measures 
 
Does the candidate make you feel safe? 
(1 – Not safe at all, 2 – Somewhat safe, 3 – Very safe) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 1.95 (.065) 1.95 (.067) 
Female Prototype Ad 1.74 (.064) 1.71 (.066) 
Female Stereotype Ad 1.85 (.066) 1.86 (.065) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .032 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 6.11 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .083 n.s. 
 
Does the candidate make you feel hopeful? 
(1 – Not hopeful at all, 2 – Somewhat hopeful, 3 – Very hopeful) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 1.77 (.065) 1.76 (.067) 
Female Prototype Ad 1.58 (.064) 1.71 (.066) 
Female Stereotype Ad 1.71 (.066) 1.70 (.066) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .41 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.738 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .768 n.s. 
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Does the candidate make you feel proud? 
(1 – Not proud at all, 2 – Somewhat proud, 3 – Very proud) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.50 (.052) 2.56 (.054) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.67 (.052) 2.58 (.053) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.54 (.053) 2.65 (.053) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .385 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.56 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.95 n.s. 
 
 
Does the candidate make you feel afraid? 
(1 – Very afraid, 2 – Somewhat afraid, 3 – Not afraid at all) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.78 (.036) 2.87 (.038) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.88 (.036) 2.92 (.037) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.91 (.037) 2.93 (.037) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 2.62 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 3.51 p<.05 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .323 n.s. 
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Trait Measures 
 
How well does the phrase “honest” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.67 (.066) 2.61 (.068) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.59 (.065) 2.55 (.067) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.75 (.067) 2.71 (.067) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .736 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 2.912 p<.10 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .018 n.s. 
 
How well does the phrase “objective” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.51 (.074) 2.52 (.076) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.49 (.073) 2.47 (.075) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.52 (.075) 2.49 (.074) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .036 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .134  n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .043 n.s. 
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How well does the phrase “experienced” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.98 (.077) 2.95 (.080) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.87 (.076) 2.99 (.079) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.79 (.079) 2.88 (.078) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .99 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.42 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .505 n.s. 
 
How well does the phrase “competent” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.92 (.075) 3.00 (.078) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.83 (.074) 2.92 (.076) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.89 (.076) 2.94 (.076) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.30  n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message .626 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .034  n.s. 
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How well does the phrase “empathetic” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.21 (.077) 2.10 (.080) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.37 (.076) 2.64 (.078) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.66 (.078) 2.76 (.078) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.83  n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 25.72 p<.001 
Interaction of Gender * Message  2.91 p<.1 
 
How well does the phrase “tough” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.07 (.086) 3.12 (.090) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.51 (.085) 2.61 (.088) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.14 (.088) 2.24 (.087) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.44 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 53.35  p<.001 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .050 n.s. 
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How well does the phrase “strong leader” describe the candidate? 
(1 – Not well at all, 2 – Not too well, 3 – Quite well, 4 – Extremely well) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.74 (.081) 2.76 (.084) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.53 (.080) 2.66 (.082) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.49 (.082) 2.49 (.082) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .48 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 4.93 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .361 n.s. 
 
Issue Competence Measures 
 
What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in dealing with the issue of 
violent crime? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat incompetent, 3 – Somewhat competent, 4 – Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.26 (.079) 3.33 (.082) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.91 (.078) 3.14 (.080) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.09 (.080) 3.04 (.080) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 1.49 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 6.64 p<.001 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.67 n.s. 
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What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in protecting families? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat incompetent, 3 – Somewhat competent, 4 – Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 3.24 (.079) 3.24 (.081) 
Female Prototype Ad 3.11 (.078) 3.34 (.080) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.32 (.080) 3.47 (.079) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 3.87 p<.05 
Main Effect of Type of Message 2.64 p<.10 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.02 n.s. 
 
What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence in combatting the illicit drug 
problem? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat incompetent, 3 – Somewhat competent, 4 – Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.83 (.087) 2.81 (.091) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.54 (.086) 2.67 (.089) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.80 (.089) 2.81 (.088) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .284 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 3.60 p<.05 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .395 n.s. 
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What is your best guess about the candidate’s competence for fighting injustice? 
(1 – Incompetent, 2 – Somewhat incompetent, 3 – Somewhat competent, 4 – Competent) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.89 (.086) 3.07 (.089) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.86 (.085) 2.98 (.088) 
Female Stereotype Ad 3.07 (.088) 3.07 (.087) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 2.07 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 1.59 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .592  n.s. 
 
Additional Measures 
 
What is the candidate’s political affiliation? 
(Ranging from 1 – Strong Democrat to 8 – Strong Republican) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 5.47 (.23) 4.87 (.26) 
Female Prototype Ad 5.35 (.26) 4.84 (.26) 
Female Stereotype Ad 4.76 (.28) 4.08 (.26) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 8.01 p<.005 
Main Effect of Type of Message 4.99 p<.01 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .048 n.s. 
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What is the candidate’s ideology? 
(Ranging from 1 – Extremely Liberal to 8 – Extremely Conservative) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 5.14 (.14) 4.92 (.15) 
Female Prototype Ad 4.90 (.15) 4.61 (.15) 
Female Stereotype Ad 4.66 (.16) 4.19 (.16) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate 6.90  p<.01 
Main Effect of Type of Message 7.98  p<.001 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .321 n.s. 
 
Likelihood of candidate winning election 
(1 – Not very likely, 2 – Somewhat unlikely, 3 – Somewhat likely, 4 – Very likely) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.93 (.062) 2.74 (.064) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.68 (.061) 2.69 (.063) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.72 (.063) 2.77 (.063) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .632 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 3.01 p<.05 
Interaction of Gender * Message  2.10 n.s. 
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Likelihood of voting for the candidate 
(1 – Not very likely, 2 – Somewhat unlikely, 3 – Somewhat likely, 4 – Very likely) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 2.78 (.071) 2.76 (.074) 
Female Prototype Ad 2.62 (.070) 2.68 (.072) 
Female Stereotype Ad 2.74 (.072) 2.83 (.072) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .44 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 2.035 n.s. 
Interaction of Gender * Message  .336 n.s. 
 
Favorability 
(Ranging on a scale from 1 – not favorable at all to 10 – very favorable) 
 
 Jason Edmonds 
Mean (Standard Error) 
Jane Edmonds 
Mean (Standard 
Error) 
Male Prototype Ad 6.21 (.18) 5.98 (.19) 
Female Prototype Ad 5.60 (.18) 5.86 (.19) 
Female Stereotype Ad 6.09 (.19) 6.44 (.18) 
   
 F- Statistic Significance 
Main Effect of Gender of Candidate .699 n.s. 
Main Effect of Type of Message 4.46 p<.05 
Interaction of Gender * Message  1.41  n.s. 
 
 
